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INTRODUCTION
Tourist attraction managers, tourists and even tourism analysts all
share a potential interest in the topic of benchmarking. For each group,
the assessment of the performance of a tourist attraction is made more
intelligible by comparison against other operations. By themselves,
comparisons and competitive considerations do not constitute bench-
marking but when the performance of any one unit is set against a lead-
ing industry standard then the comparison and competitor appraisal is
appropriately entitled benchmarking (Watson, 1992).
As Fuchs and Weiermair (2004) report, benchmarking has gained
significant influence and currency during the 1990s and has been ap-
plied in numerous business operations. Its use in tourism is growing
with applications in the hotel, catering and tour operator sectors (Hud-
son, 1997; Kozak & Rimmington, 1998; Ogden, 1998; Wober, 2002).
Its potential application to the tourist attraction sector is of special inter-
est in this paper.
Riechel and Haber (2004) working in Israel included tourist attractions
as a part of their comparative performance studies and Mayer (2002) has
assessed theme park operations with benchmarking style studies. With
these exceptions, and undoubtedly allowing for some others being pre-
pared or difficult to access, it can be suggested that the benchmarking ap-
praisals have yet to be fully embraced in tourist attraction studies.
This paper considers the different types of benchmarking which have
been identified in the literature and posits some explanations as to why
the attractions sector may have made limited use of benchmarking.
Additionally it develops a connection between benchmarking and
knowledge management. In order to illustrate the potential value of
benchmarking for the tourist attraction sector, the results of a large scale
survey of Australian tourist attractions will be presented. Fifteen indica-
tors of performance will be defined and several of these variables are il-
lustrated in a graphic format to facilitate the kind of comparative
appraisal which is at the heart of benchmarking.
TYPES OF BENCHMARKING
Scholarly opinion appears to be divided as to whether there are three
or four types of benchmarking. Wober (2002) suggests there are four
30 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
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versions of the activity. He suggests that there is (1) internal bench-
marking where functions, departments or projects in the same company
or organisation are compared and (2) external benchmarking which
itself is subdivided into three elements. The first kind of external
benchmarking is best practice benchmarking where another organisa-
tion, regardless of its location, is singled out as the “gold” standard, a re-
source to be examined for its exemplary practices. A second kind of
external benchmarking is competitive benchmarking where the other
operations in the same business or organisational domain are consid-
ered and a relative standing obtained. There is no implication here in
competitive benchmarking that the practices of any or all of the organi-
zations studied are particularly good or particularly problematic. A third
kind of external benchmarking, which completes Wober’s list of four
variants, is sector benchmarking. Here a quite specific sector is identi-
fied (such as all small hotels rather than the accommodation sector) and
a more precise form of competitive benchmarking is achieved.
Hudson (1997) also identifies four kinds of benchmarking; the same
three processes described by Wober as internal, competitive and indus-
try (or sector) benchmarking but she does not use Wober’s best practice
category and instead introduces the term process benchmarking. In this
approach a business having identified just one element of their opera-
tion which they deem to be of interest seeks an organisation which is
known to be doing this well. Arguably Hudson’s process benchmarking
is a more tailored version of Wober’s generic best practice bench-
marking.
Fuchs and Weiermair (2004) argue for three kinds of benchmarking;
process, performance and strategic. Their performance and strategic ap-
proaches appear to combine the best practice, sector and competitive
notions of Hudson (1997) and Wober (2002) but the addition of a strate-
gic dimension to the approach is somewhat novel. The researchers sug-
gest that strategic benchmarking seeks to identify winning strategies
underlying success. More generally Fuchs and Weiermair summarise
the total value of benchmarking as a “catalyst” for fast learning, thus
making an initial link to the present interest in knowledge management
at attractions. The researcher’s comment:
Organizations who systematically seek out and study best prac-
tices may experience the beneficial effect of intellectual leverage
through benchmarking. They will enjoy the effects of good ideas,
creativity and innovation. (2004, p. 213)
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 31
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As a further note on benchmarking, some commentators have ob-
served that a de-facto form of benchmarking exists in the use of labels,
accreditation membership and symbolic recognition systems (Font,
Haas, Thorpe & Forsyth, 2001; Kozak & Nield, 2004). It is appropriate
to include these accreditation systems in a discussion of benchmarking
since while the key assessment criteria are usually externally imposed,
rather than driven by the organisation’s needs, the end result is still
within the ambit of establishing comparisons against a standard.
IMPEDIMENTS TO ATTRACTION BENCHMARKING
There are several potential explanations accounting for the limited
use by attractions of benchmarking ideas. As Reichel and Haber (2004)
emphasise, there is considerable diversity within the attractions sector.
This raises important questions concerning the definition of attractions
and the kinds of related tourism businesses against which any one at-
traction can compare itself. Another fundamental issue is that bench-
marking assumes a level of planning in tourist attraction management
and there is evidence, at least in the context of Australia, that not all at-
traction management employs strategic planning while some hardly
plan at all (Benckendorff & Pearce, 2003). A further fundamental im-
pediment is the quality and availability of the data for benchmarking
purposes. This problem is not confined to any one country but rather it
varies from country to country depending on government policies, cul-
tural norms and the availability of research providers. In China, for ex-
ample, Guangrui (2003) laments the lack of openness in government
policies concerning the dissemination of research data and points out
that without easily accessible comparative information slow learning
rather than informed knowledge management tends to prevail. In many
locations there is simply no data at the government level because of dif-
ficulties in defining attractions and resourcing the research. Addition-
ally commercial organizations can be reluctant to share information for
fear of losing business (Wober, 2002). At times, more emancipated
views prevail and in the Los Angeles area Pearce, Morrison and
Rutledge (1998) report that major tourist attractions at least share visitor
numbers seeing themselves as cooperative leisure industries rather than
necessarily hostile competitors. The same collaborative approach has
also been observed amongst attractions in Sydney (Benckendorff, 2004).
University researchers, as well as consultants and government offi-
cials, represent one group with the skills to conduct cross-business sur-
32 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
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veys and benchmarking for tourist attractions. The key data germane to
this study was generated by inquiry driven research goals and its use as
a potential benchmarking data mine for tourist attractions is a valuable
applied opportunity stemming from the academic research.
Usable Knowledge
In a broad sense there has been a recognition throughout scholarly
writing that knowledge is linked to power and influence. Foucault
(1976) discusses local or naïve knowledge and suggests that social
power struggles are rooted in conflicts for the control of ways of seeing
the world. Wurman (1989), one of the authors whose work also antici-
pates the business-based writing on knowledge management, suggests
there are five rings or circles of knowledge surrounding individuals.
Like Foucault, Wurman identifies a cultural and power linked layer of
influence but in addition he specifies news information, which is ob-
tained from the media; reference information which encompasses mate-
rial on systems to run the world; conversational information which are
the formal and informal exchanges we have with others and, finally, in-
ternal information which is physiological and psychological responses
from our own internal systems.
The present interest in benchmarking can be seen as tied to Wurman’s
concept of reference information but there is also an applicability in both
the cultural information layer and Foucault’s concern with power since
cultural practices and values will determine the extent to which organiza-
tions will share data and its interpretation. During the 1990s researchers
and analysts prompted by the new technologies and their communicative
possibilities began to develop a coherent view of knowledge and infor-
mation management. Initially there was the pivotal view that knowl-
edge was a significant resource and the basis for future power and
organisational effectiveness (Drucker, 1993; Toffler, 1990). Second,
several authors delineated categories and steps in a chain of knowl-
edge management. For example, Skyme (1996) proposes that there is a
knowledge life cycle which includes (1) creation and identification,
(2) organisation and assimilation, (3) application and use, (4) dissemi-
nation, and (5) protection. Other authors place more importance on the
creative and innovative phases stressing the skills of the knowledge
workers and their ability to apply the resources they access (Newman,
1996).
A third realisation in this sequence of work has been to recognise that
knowledge management is not an end in itself, but is centrally connected
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 33
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to its use in a cycle of incorporation and conversion. You, O’Leary and
Fesenmaier (2000) comment in reviewing work on usable knowledge
approaches in Japanese companies:
What is unique about the way these companies bring about contin-
uous innovation is the link between the outside and the inside.
Knowledge that is accumulated from the outside is shared widely
within the organisation, stored as a part of the company’s knowl-
edge base and utilized by those engaged in new technologies and
products. A conversion process takes place–from outside to inside
and back outside again in the form of new products, services sys-
tems or targeted segments. (2000, p. 194)
Knowledge management and the concept of usable knowledge repre-
sent a contemporary answer to a question which often confronts aca-
demic researchers; the question “so what?” The issue of the relevance of
research findings is an enduring critique facing many curiosity driven
researchers and the knowledge management framework provides a
comprehensive answer. It suggests that through shared data and techno-
logically driven improved access, organizations can seek out much of
the material they want for in-house incorporation into their business or
policy decisions. In this view the relevance of academic research is ex-
panded since published findings and data might be relevant to different
industry sectors or groups, at different scales of analyses and over dif-
ferent time frames. More subtly, some research pieces will become
permanently embedded in the organisation’s operating system thus
generating consequences considerably beyond any one applied research
study.
STUDY AIMS
The major objective of this study of Australian tourist attractions lies
in examining the broad organisational and performance characteristics
of the sector. More specifically the key objective in the context of this
consideration of benchmarking and usable knowledge lies in providing
a competitive benchmarking data resource for attraction planners, ana-
lysts and policy makers. The material provided is best captured by the
term competitive benchmarking because the relative standings of cate-
gories of attraction are being determined and there is no necessary value
implication that there is a best practice in these outcomes. The values
34 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
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placed on the outcomes obtained will depend in part on the values of the
reader or knowledge user.
METHOD
Sample
Subjects
The research focussed on Australian tourist attractions in operation
between April 2000 and July 2000. The sample was selected on a
non-random, convenience basis. Databases of tourist attraction contact
details for each state and territory were obtained from various sources.
Contact details for attractions in Queensland, South Australia, New
South Wales, the Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Terri-
tory were obtained from the Internet. Contact information for attrac-
tions from Tasmania and Western Australia were received from direct
correspondence with respective state tourism organizations. Victorian
attraction details proved more difficult to obtain and had to be extracted
from a comprehensive tourist directory prepared by the Royal Automo-
bile Club of Victoria. The complete database resulted in over 2000 at-
tractions.
The complete database was subjected to a filtering process to elimi-
nate attractions that were inappropriate for the study. This filtering pro-
cess was necessary because individual state databases varied in detail
and classification of attractions. The filtering process allowed for a
more valid sample and ensured that the study was conducted in a
cost-effective manner. The types of attractions that were removed from
the database included:
• Non-managed attractions and landscape features (such as lookouts,
parks, gardens, lighthouses and picnic grounds)–It was highly un-
likely that responses would be received from these attractions.
• National Parks–National parks are managed by a central adminis-
tration in each state and it was felt that their organisational struc-
ture and responses would introduce statistical irregularities.
• Craft shops, souvenir stores, tearooms and retail outlets (includ-
ing retail galleries)–These operations were, by definition, not con-
sidered to be attractions.
• Markets and Festivals–The temporary and sporadic nature of mar-
kets and festivals excluded these attractions from the study.
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 35
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• Wineries–After careful deliberation wineries were excluded from
the sample as they were viewed as not being representative of most
attractions. It was felt that the large number of wineries in the orig-
inal database would have introduced highly irregular results.
The filtered database resulted in a total sample of 1665 attractions.
The distribution by state is summarised in Table 1. Values for state pop-
ulation, international visitor numbers and domestic visitor numbers are
also provided as a basis for comparison. The figures indicate that popu-
lation size and visitor numbers are closely related to the number of at-
tractions each state can support. To further explore this argument a
simple Pearson correlation was performed. The correlation indicated
that the number of attractions per state was highly correlated with popu-
lation, international visitor numbers and domestic visitor numbers, with
all correlation coefficients being higher than 0.90. This provides sup-
port for the argument that the study sample has been accurately repre-
sented.
Profile of Responses
A total of 1665 questionnaires were sent by standard mail in April,
2000. At the conclusion of the study in July 2000, 430 responses had
been received. Of these, 23 were deemed to be invalid. Questionnaires
were deemed to be invalid if they were returned by establishments that
were excluded from the study. A further 55 (3.3%) questionnaires were
returned undelivered, indicating that 1610 questionnaires reached their
36 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
TABLE 1. State by State Comparison of Attraction Numbers, Population and
Visitor Numbers
Attractions
(2000)
Population
(1999)
International
Visitors
(1999)
Overnight
Domestic
Visitors (1999)
New South Wales and ACT 441 6 762 900 1 574 378 28 525 000
Victoria 350 4 741 500 787 189 16 670 000
Queensland 254 3 539 500 952 913 16 362 000
Western Australia 246 1 873 800 455 741 5 426 000
South Australia 168 1 495 800 165 724 6 443 000
Tasmania 155 469 900 82 862 2 047 000
Northern Territory 51 194 300 124 293 991 000
TOTAL 1665 19 077 700 4 143 100 76 464 000
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destination. This was a good indication that the database was largely ac-
curate. A summary of responses is provided in Table 2.
The response rate for the questionnaires that were delivered was
26.7%. This was within the expected response range of 20% to 30%.
Attraction Type
A large number of attractions (49.6%) responding to the questionnaire
were museums. Table 3 provides a more detailed breakdown of re-
sponses. The categories presented are not mutually exclusive. Attraction
managers were able to select any number of categories that best de-
scribed their attraction. Consequently many museums may have se-
lected both Museum and Australian Culture and History. This approach
recognises that many attractions are diversifying to provide tourists
with a compelling mix of entertainment and education and thus cannot
be restricted to a single category.
While the number of museums appears to be disproportionate to
other types of attractions anecdotal evidence supports the findings. It is
not uncommon to find small museums administered by historical soci-
eties in many Australian towns. Many typical small Australian towns
often boast a museum as their only attraction. A Tourism New South
Wales (1999) study of 100 attractions found that museums and histori-
cal sites (18%) were the second most common category after nature-
based attractions (27%). Many larger regional centres also support art
galleries (12.8%) managed by a local society or shire council. This com-
pares with 16% for the Tourism New South Wales study.
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 37
TABLE 2. Response Rates to Tourist Attraction Questionnaire
Dispatched Delivered Responses
n n n %
New South Wales and ACT 441 426 90 21.1
Victoria 350 333 92 27.6
Queensland 254 249 67 26.9
Western Australia 246 236 49 20.8
South Australia 168 167 46 27.5
Tasmania 155 153 35 22.8
Northern Territory 51 46 11 23.9
State not indicated 17 1.1
Invalid 23 1.4
TOTAL 1665 1610 430 26.7
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The questionnaire also received a high response from farming attrac-
tions (12.5%). This figure excludes wineries, as indicated previously.
The inclusion of wineries would no doubt result in a large number of at-
tractions that could be placed under a broader “agriculture” banner.
Typical farming attractions include larger establishments, such as
Queensland’s “Big Pineapple,” as well as smaller operations, such as
local strawberry farms, animal farms and other agricultural attractions.
The Tourism New South Wales study found that 8% of attractions were
based on agriculture (excluding wineries).
Nature-based attractions also account for 12% of responses to the
questionnaire. Continued visitor interest in ecotourism and nature-
based attractions has created strong demand for this type of attraction.
Wildlife attractions (10.7%) and gardens (9.9%) also accounted for a
surprisingly high number of responses while military attractions (4.5%)
accounted for fewer establishments. Only one casino responded to the
questionnaire.
Attractions in the ‘other’ category (19.6%) included information, ed-
ucational and interpretive centres (3.1%), railway-based attractions
38 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
TABLE 3. Comparison of Responses by Attraction Type
Attraction Category N %
Listed Categories
Museums 186 49.6
Australian culture/history 140 37.3
Galleries 48 12.8
Farming 47 12.5
Nature-based attractions 45 12.0
Wildlife parks / aquaria 40 10.7
Gardens 37 9.9
Theme parks 31 8.3
National trust 28 7.5
Action/adventure 24 6.4
Factory/manufacturing 20 5.3
Military 17 4.5
Casinos 1 0.3
Other
Specialist attractions 43 11.2
Interpretive/information 12 3.1
Railway-based 9 2.3
Mining/fossicking 6 1.6
Science/astronomy 4 1.0
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(3.3%), mining and fossicking (1.6%), science and astronomy (1.0%)
and various specialist attractions (11.2%).
Treatment of Statistical Outliers
The diverse nature of the attraction sector inherently results in indi-
vidual establishments that stand out or are inconsistent with general
trends and patterns. These ‘outliers’ can skew and bias findings and
frustrate attempts to draw inferences about the original population.
Barnet and Lewis (1994, p. 7) define outliers as:
An observation (or subset of observations) which appears to be in-
consistent with the remainder of that set of data.
The issue of outliers is important because researchers are faced with
making an objective judgement about whether a particular case is an
outlier or a bona fide member of the sample. The scope of this study,
however, is to provide an undistorted overview of Australian visitor at-
tractions. The presence of a few extreme outliers creates statistical in-
consistencies which can grossly distort measures of central tendency
and associated statistical analyses.
Barnett and Lewis (1994) identify three approaches to processing
outliers: they can be rejected, adjusted or simply left unaltered.
Given the aims of this study the approach that has been adopted is to
reject outliers. While there are many methodologies for rejecting outli-
ers (Barnett & Lewis, 1994), the method employed in this study in-
volved the elimination of cases that deviated from the mean by more
than two standard deviations. According to the empirical rule, about
95% of values in any distribution will lie within two standard deviations
of the mean (Freund & Simon, 1992). Thus, the methodology employed
in the study resulted in the elimination of cases in the lower 2.5 percent
and upper 2.5 percent of a distribution. This procedure was only applied
to measures where outliers were clearly apparent.
Survey Content
The questionnaire completed by the attraction managers sought in-
formation on the following key variables. These factors were consid-
ered to be the basic elements necessary for effective benchmarking
appraisals across the attraction sector in Australia. The key factors that
were assessed are shown in Table 4.
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 39
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In addition to the questions asking for this factual or objective infor-
mation respondents were also asked to rate their attractions in relation to
their perceived competitors. This subjective measure of performance
was assessed by using a rating scale of 1 (very good) to 5 (very poor) to
determine respondents’ perceptions of:
1. quality of attraction
2. relationship with local community
3. employee satisfaction
4. total asset base
5. diversification
6. development of new elements
7. market share
8. total revenue
9. growth in visitor numbers
10. net profit
40 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
TABLE 4. Basic Benchmarking Factors for Tourist Attractions
Factors Description
Visitor factors
Visitor numbers The number of visitors to the attraction in the year prior to the study
Visitor growth The growth in visitor numbers, measure on a 3-point scale ranging from
increasing to decreasing.
Visitor length of stay An estimate of the length of time spent by visitors at the attraction
(in minutes)
Visitor market origin The distribution of visitors from local, state, national and international
origins
Group visitation The percentage of visitors who are part of an organised group
Financial Factors
Gross revenue The gross annual income for the attraction
Total profit The attraction’s net annual profit after meeting expenses and tax
obligations
Asset value The estimated net worth of the attraction
Revenue sources The percentage split between 12 different revenue sources
Admission prices The adult, child, family and concession prices for entering the attraction
Employment factors
Volunteers The number of volunteers working at the attraction
Paid employees The total number of casual, part-time and full-time staff employed
by the attraction
Age of the attraction The age of the attraction in years
D
o
w
n
lo
ad
ed
 B
y:
 [
Un
iv
er
si
ty
 o
f 
Qu
ee
ns
la
nd
] 
At
: 
05
:1
5 
21
 A
pr
il
 2
01
1
RESULTS
The presentation of information in this section is organised by using
the different attraction themes as an organising principle. Additionally,
since the aim of this study is to provide a competitive benchmarking
data resource, key comparative information is provided for all the princi-
ple variables collected. In order to avoid excessive duplication and to en-
hance the benchmarking applicability of the study, key data on (1) visitor
factors, (2) financial factors, (3) employment factors, (4) subjective per-
formance, and (5) complexity of attraction operation environment are
provided.
Visitor Factors
Information on visitor numbers and visitor growth organised by at-
traction theme is presented in Figure 1.
The visitor growth/attendance matrix indicates how groups within
the attraction sector are performing. The matrix uses mean growth and
attendance values to present a visual model of the attraction sector. It
should be noted that due to only one response, the casino category has
been excluded from the matrix to maintain the integrity of the data. All
other categories received more than ten responses.
Information on visitor numbers and length of stay at the attraction is
provided in Figure 2.
Information on visitor origins can also be related to the type of attrac-
tion and this data is provided in Figure 3.
A final view of visitor comparisons is provided in Figure 4, where the
percentage of group visitors is recorded against visitor numbers for the
attraction types.
Financial Factors
An understanding of the financial performance of Australian tourist at-
tractions was undertaken initially by contrasting for the attraction catego-
ries the relative mean total profits compared to the managers’ stated
response to the attractions asset value. This material is provided in Figure 5.
Additional financial performance factors can be understood through
cross referencing mean total profit and mean asset value. This material
is provided in Figure 6.
In order to complete the relationships among the financial factors it is
also possible to present the relationship between mean gross revenue
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and mean asset value. This material is presented in Figure 7 and largely
confirms the pattern of attraction performance in Figures 5 and 6.
A further understanding of the financial performance of the attrac-
tions is provided by considering the admission prices of attractions.
This material is provided in Figure 8.
A contextual variable likely to be of some influence in relation to fi-
nancial performance is that of the age of the attraction. The relevant data
is provided in Figure 9.
Employment Factors
The two key factors assessed in describing employment, the mean
number of paid employees and the mean number of volunteers are
cross-referenced in Figure 10.
Subjective Measures of Performance
In order to integrate the attraction managers’ ratings of their financial
performance the ten perceived performance measures were factor ana-
Philip Pearce and Pierre Benckendorff 45
900000
800000
700000
600000
500000
400000
200000
100000
300000
0
450000040000003500000
Action/Adventure
Manufacturing
Nature-Based
Gardens
National Trust
All Attractions
Australian Culture
Galleries
Farming
Museums
Military
Wildlife Parks
Theme Parks
300000025000002000000150000010000005000000
M
ea
n
G
ro
ss
R
ev
en
u
e
($)
Mean Asset Value ($)
FIGURE 7. Mean Gross Revenue/Mean Asset Value Matrix for Attraction Cat-
egories
D
o
w
n
lo
ad
ed
 B
y:
 [
Un
iv
er
si
ty
 o
f 
Qu
ee
ns
la
nd
] 
At
: 
05
:1
5 
21
 A
pr
il
 2
01
1
46 Knowledge Sharing and Quality Assurance in Hospitality and Tourism
10
Adult
Ac
tio
n/
Ad
ve
n
tu
re
Fa
rm
in
g
G
al
le
ry
G
ar
de
ns
M
ilit
ar
y
M
us
eu
m
s
N
at
io
na
l T
ru
st
N
at
ur
e-
Ba
se
d
Th
em
e
Pa
rk
s
W
ild
life
Pa
rk
s
Au
st
ra
lia
n
Cu
ltu
re
a
n
d
H
is
to
ry
Child Concession
M
ea
n
A
dm
is
si
on
Pr
ic
es
($) 8
6
4
2
0
Attraction Category
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lysed. The results of the factor analysis are presented in Table 5. The
three significant factors were named size, growth and social responsi-
bility and accounted for 25 percent, 21 percent and 16 percent of the
variance respectively.
These factors were then related to the attraction types and the relative
performance of the attractions were recorded. This material is provided
in Figure 11.
A final overview of the main elements of the data presented in this
appraisal can be summarised by a table which converts the numerical
data into categorical or nominal appraisals. By considering whether
each attraction type is above or below the mean value on all the charac-
teristics considered so far a comprehensive overview of the attractions
can be obtained. The relevant summary information is presented in Ta-
ble 6.
DISCUSSION
This study has attempted to provide a comprehensive competitive
benchmarking data resource pertaining to Australian tourist attractions.
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TABLE 5. Rotated Factor Correlation Matrix for Perceived Performance
Scales
Perceived Performance Measures
Meana
Performance Factors
Size Growth Social
Responsibility
Total revenue 2.78 0.850 0.121 0.095
Net profit 2.92 0.848 0.028 0.046
Market Share (Number of Visitors) 2.71 0.671 0.215 0.193
Total asset base 2.27 0.550 0.245 0.028
Diversification 2.33 0.164 0.860 0.040
Development of New Elements 2.36 0.058 0.799 0.261
Growth in visitor numbers 2.65 0.387 0.568 0.095
Relationship with the local community 1.72 0.003 0.001 0.863
Employee Satisfaction 1.93 0.127 0.278 0.739
Quality of Attraction 1.65 0.337 0.410 0.428
Aggregate Factor Meana 2.67 2.45 1.78
aMean is based on the following scale: 1 = Very Good, 5 = Very poor
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It was not a hypothesis driven study but rather an exploratory effort lay-
ing out patterns of characteristics concerning attractions as reported by
a large sample of attraction managers. The use and applicability of
such material can be illustrated from an analyst’s perspective by fo-
cussing on one attraction type–wildlife parks and aquaria–and locat-
ing the performance of these types of attractions within the larger
tourism framework.
The data reported in all the tables and figures pertaining to the attrac-
tion themes and summarised in a qualitative manner in Table 6 provides
the following benchmarking information on wildlife parks and aquaria.
It suggests that they are distinctive in their performance and their man-
agers’ perception of performance. They exceed the mean of Australian
tourist attraction performance in terms of visitor numbers, gross reve-
nue, profit, asset value and the number of paid employees. Visitors to
wildlife parks and aquaria stay longer than average and the attractions
are larger in size, better in growth potential and exhibit more social re-
sponsibility. They also have fewer volunteers than the average tourist
attraction. All of these average or comparative assignments can be
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TABLE 6. Summary of Attraction Characteristics by Attraction Type
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quantified more precisely from the data in the relevant figures and ta-
bles.
The preceding level of analysis reported for wildlife parks and
aquaria is somewhat typical of the academic or researcher appraisal of
tourist settings. Researchers seek to provide models, generalisations
and inductive or deductive accounts of tourism phenomenon in their
roles as knowledge innovators and organisers. A distinction can be
drawn between this kind of knowledge involvement and that of a practi-
tioner or operator. For example, an individual investing in or managing
a wildlife park or aquaria might find the comparative figures with other
attractions broadly appealing but is very likely to want more precise
information on the variability of wildlife parks themselves. That is the
information request and knowledge gap identified is focussed and
particularistic. In terms of the kinds of information developed in this pa-
per an even more fine-grained view is required and like a map or photo-
graph, the need for a different level of detail or resolution is required.
There are some implications arising from this study concerning the
problems and lessons involved in developing benchmarks. As Wober
(2002) has highlighted, the selection of comparable properties or orga-
nizations represents several challenges. Not only is there an issue in
terms of which properties are desirable to assess either in terms of best
practice or competitive standards, but also ethical issues involving
the cooperation of these properties are pivotal. Importantly, few
studies have addressed what kinds of incentives might function well
to stimulate cooperation. Should benchmarking be achieved through
payment, should mutual or conditional access to the findings be engi-
neered as a part of the cooperative approach or is it acceptable to collect
benchmarking data surreptitiously through such activities as mystery
shoppers, former employee interviews or cross-firm recruitment? Im-
portantly what role should government and academic researchers play
in providing quality, freely accessible public information which private
businesses can then use for purely corporate gains? Benchmarking, as
one technique for knowledge sharing and quality control, quickly intro-
duces these issues of ethics and power. Until such issues are debated
widely and government-researcher-industry standards on acceptable
codes of behaviour more fully developed it is likely that the rich po-
tential of benchmarking to assist quality performance may be hin-
dered. A rich debate on the ethics, practices and needs which underlie
benchmarking would appear to be a necessary next step for the business
and tourism research-user community.
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